Hawaii is one of the most racially diverse places in the world, with many racial groups of relatively small sizes. The indigenous people, Hawaiians, have experienced a very high rate of intermarriage in the past few decades. Although high outmarriage is common among all groups, Hawaiians are unique in two characteristics. First, they do not have outside sources to replenish their ethnic stock like most other groups in the islands. Secondly, outmarried Hawaiians tend to have higher socio-economic status than inmarried Hawaiians. Consequentially, the number of native Hawaiians will inevitably decrease and have lower family socio-economic status at the same time. This paper examines the theme that changing definition of a Hawaiian is historically related to immigration of Pacific Islanders from many Pacific islands, and the trend continues today. The contemporary Pacific Islander immigrants who settled in Hawaiian from 1971 to 2000 made a small contribution to Hawaii's racial profile, but they tend to have lower education and occupational status when compared to immigrants to come from other parts of the world. The study concludes that although Hawaiians were originated from immigration, the current trend will not significantly change their demographic and socio-economic status quo.
In this paper, I raise a research thesis that the Hawaiian identity is characterized by change, inclusiveness and selfidentification. To support this thesis, I examine the extent of legal immigration to Hawaii from 1971 to 2000, and analyze its potential impact on Hawaii's racial composition and the socio-economic well being of future generation Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders in the state. The history of Hawaii and the history of immigration to the U.S. will be briefly introduced, and these two discussions will be bridged with the effect of immigration on Hawaii and its people. Data analysis will be based on INS data and Hawaii demographic data.
Within this definition, Hawaiians are sub-classified into two major groups: Native Hawaiians consist of the population who claim over 50% ancestry dating back to antiquity, and Part Hawaiians who claim less than 50% of ancestry dating back to antiquity. Informally, these definitions and their differences are often blurred. Many who self-identify as Native Hawaiians do have a multiple racial family history although it is perhaps less extensive than that of a PartHawaiian.
There are various estimates of the indigenous population in Hawaii at the time when Europeans first "discovered" the islands in 1778, ranging from 200,000 to one million [4, 7] . Within the next 50 years (1778 -1828) , the size of the Native Hawaiian population decreased by 40 to 65 percent due to diseases brought to the islands by foreigners. The indigenous population gradually became a small fraction among Hawaii's ethnic stocks, and in 1878, during King Kalakaua's reign, there were fewer than 58,000 Hawaiians alive. The number of full-blooded Hawaiians was further reduced to 30,000 by 1900, due to high mortality, sterility (caused by sexually transmitted diseases), out-migration and intermarriage [4] . The low fertility for Hawaiians at that time was in sharp contrast to the overall high fertility among most other racial groups, although the trend was reversed in the latter half of the 20 th century [8] . By 1990 the state official count of full-blooded Hawaiians was 8,711, only 0.8% of the state population [1, 9] . In 2000, Native Hawaiians were counted at 10,858, less than 0.9% of the total state population. Even so, many scholars have argued that the number of Native Hawaiians could be overestimated, because Part-Hawaiians were often counted as Native Hawaiians [1] . Native Hawaiians have had the highest rate of outmarriage among the island populations, reaching over 80% annually [1, 10] . With about just ten thousand Native Hawaiians in the islands, ingroup marriage has become increasingly difficult for both social and biological reasons. Socially Native Hawaiians are surrounded by non-Hawaiians so that the chances of dating and marrying someone of non-Hawaiian ancestry are very high. Biologically Native Hawaiians tend to be somewhat related to each other and choosing a suitable mate is not easy.
Part-Hawaiians.
In the past two hundred years Native Hawaiians have intermarried with people of many different racial origins. Most Hawaiians (according to the U.S. census) today are Part-Hawaiians. In 1853 the census showed 983 Part-Hawaiians (referred to at that time in the census as "half-natives") and the number increased only slowly in the next half century, due to a social stigma towards interracial marriage and the resulting inaccurate count of who were Part-Hawaiian [11] . By 1900 there were 7,857 PartHawaiians on record [1] . In the 20th century, the definition and categorization of Part-Hawaiians has changed several times in the census data. The 1910 and 1930 censuses differentiated between "Caucasian-Hawaiians" and "Asiatic- Hawaiians", but in the 1940 Hawaiians", but in the , 1950 Hawaiians", but in the and 1960 censuses the category "Part-Hawaiian" was adopted [1] . The distinction between Native Hawaiians and Part-Hawaiians, however, was no longer made in the 1970, 1980 and 1990 censuses, largely due to the fact that there were very few full-blooded Hawaiians. The term "Hawaiians" in these three censuses combined Native Hawaiians and Part-Hawaiians. The state of Hawaii, on the other hand, continued distinguishing the two groups using a data collection method different from that of the U.S. Bureau of Census, resulting in a large discrepancy between the two systems. For example, in 1990 the state estimated 196,367 Part- Hawaiians, 18 .0% of the state total, while the U.S. census counted 138,742 (both Native and Part-Hawaiians), 12.5% of the state total [9, 12] . In 2000, the Census recorded 113,539 Native Hawaiians and other Pacific islanders reporting one race, and 282,667 reporting multiple races [10] . For the same year, the Hawaii State gave many different estimates on how many resident PartHawaiians the state has, depending upon how they were counted. These estimates vary from a low of 18% of the state population to about 22% [9] .
Much of this discrepancy was caused by different definitions of race, and the Part-Hawaiian identity is by far the most difficult to define. The current practice by the Census Bureau to define a 'Native Hawaiian" is similar to that of a "Native American" on the mainland, namely, 50% or more of aboriginal ancestry of the land. However, there is no criterion to define a Part-Hawaiian except self-identification. Historically, both definitions, either self-given or defined by social institutes, have gradually changed. Take the Kamehameha School enrollment criteria (a private school system for Hawaiian children only) 1 for example, the racial origins of enrolled students in the past 60 years have clearly changed. In 1929, 78.40% of the students had at least onehalf Hawaiian blood (therefore they could qualify as Native Hawaiians using today's Census and Hawaii state definition). By 1992-93 enrolled students with 50% of more Hawaiian blood were just 16.41% of the total studentbody, and the majority of the students (65.57%) have only 1/4 or less Hawaiian blood [13] .
Like Native Hawaiians, Part-Hawaiians have had a very high rate of outmarriage. The majority of Part-Hawaiians have married out in the past few decades, making the Hawaiian identify increasingly inclusive over time.
A BRIEF ACCOUNT OF IMMIGRATION TO THE UNITED STATES
America is a nation of immigrants, and immigration to America could at least be traced back to the early 1600s with the arrival of the original 110 pilgrims [14] . U.S. immigration has had a clear pattern of four waves, generally referred to as colonization wave (1600-1820), frontier expansion wave (1820-1870), industrialization wave and globalization wave (1965 -present) .
2 Associated with these waves are the changing patterns of originating nations and racial background of the immigrants (Bean et al. 2004 ). The first wave had immigrants from England and North-Western Europe, who later brought in Africans as slaves. The second wave immigrants were primarily from northwestern Europe, particularly from England, Ireland, and Germany, with a small number from Mexico and Asia [14] . The third wave lasted well into the 20 th century, and was characterized by a gradual shift to Southern, Eastern Europe and Asia as the main source of immigrants [15] . The fourth wave, which is not ending yet, largely saw immigrants coming from Mexico, Latin America, Asia, and the Pacific Islands [16] .
The four waves were incrementally larger in size, with the fourth one estimated at 26.4 million by the end of the 20 th century. Just within one decade of the 1990s, the U.S. foreign-born population increased by 57% to reach 31 million in 2000. No other nation in the world has an immigration population of this size. The current fourth wave of immigration is expected to continue, leading to an increasingly diverse U.S. society but at the same time blurring racial and ethnic lines among the current generation. Immigration is also expected to help increase in the population of the United States, estimated at 400 million by 2050 [14, 16, 17] .
Socio-economically, immigrants generally have lower educational attainment than the native-born Americans, and they are also more likely to be employed in manual labor occupations, especially among those who have fewer than 4 years of college. For immigrants with college or higher education, the proportions that are employed in professional and managerial jobs are about equal to that of native-born Americans [18] .
RESEARCH THESIS
Bridging the history of Hawaii and the history of immigration to the U.S., it is important to note that Hawaii is very similar to the mainland states in that its current population is primarily composed of immigrants or descendants of immigrants who have arrived in the last 150 years and who have surpassed the indigenous population in size and socioeconomic status. Immigration has significantly changed both the mainland states and Hawaii in the last two hundred years.
The declining Native Hawaiian population in the 19 th century prompted the then Hawaii Kingdom to adopt a policy of encouraging immigration of Pacific Islanders from outside Hawaii to refresh its native population. Pacific islanders from outside Hawaii were thus to be accepted as Hawaiians at that time, much the same as Pacific Islander settlers became Hawaiians 1,500 years ago in the first place. Clearly, the racial, ethnic and cultural proximity between Hawaiians and other Pacific islanders was fully acknowledged by the Kingdom of Hawaii and the native Hawaiian people in the 19 th century. Those proximities still exist, and the Polynesians who immigrate to Hawaii today will be the only outside source with close racial, ancestral, ethnic and cultural relatedness to Hawaiians. Because of these proximities, in fact, they have had a higher probability to marry Hawaiians than non-Polynesians, and will therefore be part of Hawaiians in future generations [5] . If this trend continues, in which ways does their immigration possibly impact the Hawaiian indigenous population in its size and socioeconomic status?
In this paper, I follow a research thesis of the Hawaiian identity that is characterized by change, inclusiveness and self-identification. My particular focus is on future Hawaiians' racial, ethnic and socioeconomic composition as linked to immigration into Hawaii in the past 30 years. This thesis is similar to the phenomenon of ethnogenesis that has been observed in the mainland U.S. among small racial and ethnic minorities [19] .
Hawaiian identity has continued to evolve racially, ethnically, culturally and socio-economically, ever since Hawaii was exposed to the outside world 1500 years ago. The most important mechanism of this demographic change has been intermarriage. As a result, the Hawaiian culture has changed relatively little but the people who preserve it gradually became racially mixed over the years. The identity of a Hawaiian thus takes the form of inclusiveness, self-identification and willingness to be part of a whole. The definition of being a Hawaiian based on blood quantum will eventually fade off, since the number and proportion of individuals with at least 50% aboriginal Hawaiian blood will inevitably dwindle in face of the large scale of intermarriage in the islands. For future generations, it is less and less an issue how racially pure Hawaiians are, but that they identify themselves as Hawaiians.
This thesis of ethnic identity is unique to Hawaiians, because other peoples in Hawaii all have their sources of racial and ethnic origins outside the islands 3 and their identity won't change the way Hawaiians do. For example, the ethnic Japanese in Hawaii can identify Japan as the source of their racial, cultural and ethnic origin, so do many other groups in the islands.
The only close resemblance of such a source origin for Hawaiians can be found in non-Hawaiian Polynesians, from whom the Hawaiians became. In this regard, it is important to understand the contemporary immigration of Polynesians from the Pacific Islands to Hawaii, and the characteristics they bring with them. This study attempts to provide evidence in support to the research thesis of changing Hawaiian identity, by focusing on two aspects of the Polynesian immigrants: their scale of immigration and their socio-economic status. The U.S. Immigration and Naturalization records from 1971 to 2000 will be utilized in the analysis.
I attempt to answer four questions as related to the research thesis, based on the history of U.S. immigration and the unique racial and ethnic compositions in Hawaii. The first question is based on the fact that the United States of America is one of the most attractive international immigration destinations largely due to its economic pulling forces. It is thus assumed that proportionately more immigrants would settle down in states with a greater variety of jobs than states with lower job opportunities. Hawaii apparently pales in comparison with most mainland states in job availability and variety since Hawaii's industry is almost exclusively linked to tourism and the state does not have a lot of traditional manufacturing or agricultural productions.
The second question assumes that Pacific Islanders from Pacific island nations continue their thousands of years of tradition to migrate across the Pacific among the islands, as did their ancestors who settled in the Hawaiian Islands and became the first Hawaiians. Racial, cultural, historical and climatic proximities make Hawaii a more attractive destination to immigrants from the Pacific than other states in mainland U.S.
The third question follows the first. Since Hawaii does not have as many manual-labor job opportunities as other states that have more diversified industrial and agricultural labor markets, Hawaii is perhaps not as attractive to lowskilled immigrants. Those who settle in Hawaii are thus assumed to have relatively higher occupational prestige than those go elsewhere.
The last question asks for an examination of the longitudinal patterns of immigration and the status of the immigrants. Because the time span examined in this study is within the fourth wave of immigration, it is anticipated that immigration from the Pacific will have a relatively consistent impact over time on the changing Hawaiian identity.
Immigration patterns based on the answers to these questions will help us understand the two central issues related to the research thesis raised in this paper: to what an extent Hawaii's Pacific Islander population is changed by immigration, and how the immigrants affect the future socioeconomic status of Hawaiians and Pacific islanders in Hawaii.
METHODOLOGY
Data and variables. Data used for analysis in this study are INS (Immigration and Naturalization Service) immigrant data from 1971 to 2000. The data sets were obtained through Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research [20] . Established in 1962, ICPSR is an integral part of the infrastructure of social science research. It maintains and provides access to a vast archive of social science data for research and instruction, and offers training in quantitative methods to facilitate effective data use.
The INS immigrate data contain all immigrants legalized into America by year from 1971 to 2000, either they were new arrivals or had been in the nation as non-immigrants but granted a status change. Variables in the data set include age, sex, occupation, marital status, nation of origin, intended home states, port of entry, visa status upon arrival (only for individuals who obtained permanent residency through status change), labor classification, refugee status, etc.
Besides the INS immigrant data, U.S. census data of the Hawaii state are also used as a backdrop to verify our analysis of the INS data.
Method. The INS immigrant data will be first described in Tables 1 to 3 , to compare immigrants by nation of origin, chosen home states, and selected demographic characteristics. A multi-variate logistic regression analysis then compares the odds of choosing Hawaii as home states (Table 4) , followed by a curve regression time-series analysis examines changes over time.
Curve regression is one of the commonly used time series methods when time is the most important independent variable in the analysis. Curve regression calculates the best fit between its model and data using a variety of curve estimates, including linear, cubic and logarithmic models [21] . Results of curve regression are presented in Table 5 , Figs. (1) and (2).
Finally, the U.S. Census and Hawaii state data are presented to provide a reference point to the INS data analysis. U.S. Census and Hawaii State demographic data are presented in Tables 6 and 7. FINDINGS Descriptive analysis. Under the column of all nations, the state of Hawaii received 1.24% of all immigrants who were legalized between 1971 and 2000, a proportion much larger than its fair share if size of state population is the only consideration (In 2000, Hawaii's population of 1.21 million ranks 41st among the 50 states, less than 0.5% of the national total). This finding apparently answers the first research question that Hawaii gets proportionately more immigrants than other states. In fact, Hawaii is almost 2.5 times more likely to be the home state for immigrants, compared to the national average when state population is the only consideration. To put it in perspective, although California has received significantly more Pacific immigrants than Hawaii, its population of 33 million is over 27 times larger than Hawaii's and on a per capita basis Hawaii has actually had more Pacific immigrants.
When nation of origin is limited to the Pacific region, Hawaii has received 8.74% of all immigrants, ranking #2 among all states (versus #16 when immigrants of all nations are included). This is a strong indication that immigrants from the Pacific nations are much more likely to settle down in Hawaii than they would in other states. Table 2 looks inside the Pacific region and ranks the probability of choosing Hawaii as home state by nation. Samoa (American and Western) leads the nations in the likelihood of its immigrants choosing Hawaii (INS lists American Samoa as an independent originating nation). American and Western Samoan immigrants are respectively 6.59 times and 5.43 times more likely to choose Hawaii as home state than the average immigrant from this region. The odds increased to over 46 and 38 times when Samoas are compared to all immigrants regardless of nation of origin. It should be noted that the INS data do not have indicators of race, and nation of origin is used in this study as a rough measure of the immigrants' racial or ethnic background because it can be reasonably assumed that the majority of the immigrants from the Pacific island nations are Pacific Islanders. This assumption, however, is in serious jeopardy when Australia and New Zealand are included in the Pacific region (Table 1) , since ethnic Pacific Islanders are a minority in these two nations. The inclusion of these two large nations (ranked #1 and #3 in number of immigrants provided to the U.S. from the region), however, may in fact reflect the inclination of Pacific Islander immigrants to live in Hawaii, because their immigrants have lower probability to settle down in Hawaii than the average immigrant from the Pacific region. Fiji, on the other hand, is an exception to what might be expected: the probability of Fijian immigrants choosing to live in Hawaii is much lower than the average for the region, albeit higher than that for all immigrants regardless of nation of origin.
The pattern of choosing a home state by nation of origin answers the second research question: Immigrants from Pacific island nations do have an inclination to live in Hawaii once they migrate to the U.S. Table 3 lists selected demographic characteristics of immigrants by nation of origin and chosen home states. Each of the demographic variables will be briefly discussed.
Sex. While Pacific immigrants tend to be equally male or female whether they chose to live in Hawaii or elsewhere, those from non-Pacific nations are more likely female if they choose Hawaii as home state.
Age. There is little difference in age among immigrants regardless where they came from and where they chose to live. Profession. This variable examines socio-economic status of the immigrants. Professional and managerial jobs are usually associated with higher prestige than other jobs, and this difference has been well documented across nations and over time [10, 22] .
Legal Status. Legal status in the INS
Apparently, immigrants who chose Hawaii as home state are less likely to have a professional or managerial job. This is even more pronounced among Pacific immigrants than among those from non-Pacific nations. To be exact, Pacific immigrants with professional jobs are twice as likely to live in other states as living in Hawaii (14.15% vs. 6.36%), while the ratio for managerial job holders are almost three times (6.30% vs. 2.91%). Pacific immigrants who came to Hawaii are more likely housewives or young students. Those from non-Pacific nations also tend to be more proportionately housewives, but not students. To make the above comparison more accurate, the percentages of profession are re-calculated to include only those who have jobs (the last five categories are excluded), as presented on the second percent column in Table 3 . The pattern that fewer professional and managerial jobholders chose to live in Hawaii, especially if they came from the Pacific, remains unchanged. t is evident that the answer to the third research question is not as expected. Regardless where the immigrants came from, those with professional and managerial jobs were less likely to settle down in Hawaii. Those who did were more likely farm workers, when compared to immigrants who landed in other states after their immigration. Table 4 shows in three logistic models the effects of the variables in Table 3 on probabilities of choosing Hawaii as home state. The dependent variable in all three models is whether an immigrant chose to live in Hawaii or elsewhere, with choosing not to live in Hawaii as the default comparison. The coefficients thus show the effects of the independent variables on choosing to live in Hawaii. The three models differ in their inclusion of cases. The first model has all immigrants, the second only has immigrants from Pacific nations, and the third only has immigrants from non-Pacific nations.
Logistic regression analysis.
Except Age, all the independent variables are treated as categories, with two of them combining some of their original values to make comparison simpler: Marital status is coded with only two categories: married and not married (combining single, widowed and divorced), and Profession is coded with three categories: Professional, Managerial and Other (combining all the other job categories). The default comparison of these categorical variables is the one not shown in the table (Male for Sex, Other for Professional, Not married for Marital status, Status change for Legal status, and Non-Pacific nations for Nation of origin).
To make the reading of the coefficients more direct, odds ratios instead of log odds are reported in Table 4 , with their significance and Wald statistics. It should be noted that the statistical significance in these models might not mean much, since the INS data are extremely large and they are not a sample (but the population itself). The significance reported in Table 4 is at best a reference of relative strength of the independent variables. In this study, I take odds ratio difference of 10% (0.10) or larger as having any real-world difference. Although this is an arbitrary criterion, it nevertheless provides a standard comparison to the size of the regression coefficients. Logistic regression coefficients that are smaller than 10% will be dismissed from discussion as not meaningful even if they are statistically significant.
In Model 1 all independent variables have a meaningful impact on the probability of choosing to live in Hawaii except age (smaller than 10%). Immigrants who chose to live Hawaii are 17% more likely to be women than to be men, over twice as likely to be new arrivals, but they are 10% less likely to be married. Most important to our analysis, immigrants who went to live in Hawaii tend to hold lower-status jobs. They are 90% as likely to have a managerial job, and only 66.6% as likely to be a professional, when compared to those who didn't choose to live in Hawaii. Finally, after controlling for all these variables, Pacific immigrants are 8.6 times more likely to choose Hawaii as home state than immigrants from non-Pacific nations.
The effects of the demographic characteristics examined in Model 2 and 3 change quite a bit from those in Model 1. Pacific immigrants who went to live in Hawaii are younger and less likely to be new arrivals than those who didn't, just the opposite of the immigrants who came from non-Pacific nations. They are similar, however, in that they are less likely married, and equally likely to be men or women.
However, when examining the most important independent variable in our study, profession, a consistent pattern is found across the three models: those who chose to live in Hawaii have lower occupational prestige, especially the immigrants from Pacific nations. Pacific immigrants with a professional or managerial job are only 39% as likely to choose Hawaii as home state, other things being equal. For immigrants from non-Pacific nations, there is no meaningful difference among managerial jobholders in whether they would live in Hawaii, but those who have professional jobs are about 30% less likely to live in Hawaii as they would elsewhere.
The results of the logistic models confirmed our earlier findings and answered our third question. Immigrants who settle down in Hawaii have lower job status by quite a margin, after controlling for other demographic variables in the INS data.
Time series analysis. The INS data cover a span of 30 years from 1971 to 2000. While the absolute number of immigrants has been increasing in these 30 years [14] , the demographic patterns that were examined above may or may not have remained consistent. A curve regression model was used to examine if there has been any change, and its results are presented in Table 5 , Figs. (1) and (2).
The only independent variable used in the curve estimates is time (30 years), while the dependent variables are average annual percent of immigrants who chose to live in Hawaii and of the demographic characteristics listed in Table  3 . For these demographic variables, only one category is chosen. For example, the average annual percentage of immigrants age 18 to 64 is chosen in the curve estimate for age, and married percent of the immigrants is chosen for marital status.
After testing various coefficient estimates, I finally chose the linear model because other curves do not add to the explanation of the dependent variables. Also to be noted is that the statistical significance of the curve estimates given in Table 6 is a meaningful indicator of the effect of time, because the sample size is only 30 (1971 to 2000 with one data point per year).
Part A of Table 5 shows curve regression estimates in a model that includes all immigrants regardless of their nation of origin. The first three variables are unique to Part A and they illustrate the overall trends of immigration to the United States during the 30 years. On average, number of immigrants legalized in the nation increased 15,657 per year from 1971 to 2000, at an annual rate of 8.12%. By 2000, the number of immigrants admitted is roughly 3.6 times its size in 1971. With this rising trend, however, the proportion of Pacific immigrants declined slightly, at 100 th of a percent annually and 0.3% in total (Also see Fig. 1 ).
The other variables in Part A are the same as in Part B and C, and they all changed over the years except sex and marital status. Percentages of immigrants who chose Hawaii as home state, who were new arrivals, and who held professional or managerial jobs declined over the years, while percentage of working age immigrants (18 to 64) has increased in these years.
Part B has only immigrants from Pacific nations. Over the 30 years, proportions of these immigrants who chose to live in Hawaii, who were female, and who were new arrivals have decreased, while those of working age and those who were married have increased. Percent of Pacific immigrants with professional and managerial jobs has largely remained unchanged.
Part C shows curve estimates that include only nonPacific immigrants, and the results are by and large the same as in Part A, because the overwhelming majority of the total immigrants came from non-Pacific nations and their averages set trends for all immigrants.
The findings of the curve regression estimates are also illustrated in Figs. (1) and (2). Chart A and B clearly indicate the overall rising trend of immigration to the U.S. as shown by the curve regression in Table 5 . Chart C, on the other hand, shows that from 1971 to 2000 the percentage of all immigrants who came from the Pacific slightly declined from about 1% to 0.7%, while that of choosing to live in Hawaii declined from about 2% to 0.6%. The percentage of all immigrants with professional or managerial jobs (regardless of their chosen home state) sharply decreased from over 15% in 1971 to about 9% in 2000, as shown in Chart D. hand, the proportion of these immigrants who have professional or managerial jobs, albeit low, remain largely unchanged over the 30 years: it kept consistent from 1971 to 1990, climbed for the next few years and then slightly declined (Curve estimate is not statistically significant in Table  5 ).
Chart C and D describe the same trends as Chart A and B, but for non-Pacific immigrants. Both percentages of choosing Hawaii as home state and of holding professional and managerial jobs declined during the 30 years from 1971 to 2000.
In conclusion, the time series analysis indicates that proportions of immigrants who came from the Pacific, who went to live in Hawaii, and who have high-status jobs have gradually declined, upon the background of an overall rise in immigration during the same time period. The only excep- 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
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tion is the percentage of Pacific immigrants who have professional or managerial jobs (regardless of their chosen home state). These findings provide answers to the fourth research question that over time the trends and patterns of immigration have changed, but they also indicate that the answer to the first question might be more complicated when the data are examined longitudinally. In other words, although Hawaii receives more immigrants than the average state when state population is considered (the answer to the first questions when data are analyzed cross-sectionally), over time its share in the national total has been declining. (Table 6 ), there were a total of 242,590 foreign born Hawaii residents, and the number of international arrivals to Hawaii from 1991 to 2000 totaled 51,629. Generally speaking, these numbers echo the INS figures. As shown in Table 2 waii's ethnic profiles in the future. In other words, the Pacific Islander immigrants are highly likely to become part of Hawaiians in the future generations in the process of Hawaiians' changing identity. having a professional or managerial job. The percentages of professional and managerial jobs given in Table 3 from the INS data were 26.4% (the second occupation percent list). Since the two data sources do not represent the same people ( Table 7 for the entire state workforce and Table 3 for immigrants only), the INS data are only used as a reference of labor supplies from immigration. The slightly lower percentages among the immigrants support the findings that proportionately fewer high-status jobholders came to live in Hawaii.
U.S. Census and

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
In this study I examined international immigration to Hawaii and the socio-economic status of the immigrants, with a focus on those from the Pacific Island nations. This research follows a thesis that the Hawaiian identify is one of change, inclusiveness and self-identification, and future generation Hawaiians' socio-economic status is affected by those who intermarry Hawaiians today.
Three factors underline the importance of this study. First, the fourth wave immigration has already had an impact in changing the racial and ethnic profiles of the U.S. population, significantly blurring racial lines [16, 23] . California, the largest state in the U.S., may serve as a good example. Between 1971 and 2000, California was the home state to a total of 4,528,307 immigrants (See Table 1 ), roughly 14% of its 33.8 million resident population in 2000. Because a large proportion of these immigrants were from Mexico, California's demographic profiles have greatly changed [24] . Hawaii is not an exception to mainland states. During the same time period from 1971 to 2000, Hawaii took in a total of 216,440 immigrants, roughly 18% of its 2000 state population, an even larger proportion than California had. International immigration is thus assumed to have had at least some impact on Hawaii's population composition.
Second, in the last two decades Hawaii's domestic migration (population movement between Hawaii and other states) has been by and large negative, leaving international immigration the second most important source of population increase (after natural births) to the state. Third, intermarriage has been a norm in the islands, and all groups have high outmarriage rates, especially those of small sizes [1, 25] . As a result, the identity of a group, its culture and traditions have been mixed and diluted with those of others. Although this happens to all peoples in Hawaii, it concerns Native Hawaiians in a unique way, because they are the only indigenous people in the islands. Especially pertinent to this argument is the fact that Polynesians intermarry Hawaiians at a much higher rate than non-Polynesians.
Given these considerations, I tried to find support to the research thesis by asking four questions, to see if immigration will provide Pacific Islanders to Hawaii from the islands where ancestors of today's Hawaiians came, and if it does, to what a degree and possibly with what a socio-economic impact.
The findings of this study can be briefly summarized as follows: Hawaii receives more than its share of immigrants by size of state population, but on a declining trend over the years. Hawaii is also a lot more attractive to Pacific immigrants than other U.S. states, proportionately speaking.
However, the immigrants who chose to live in Hawaii have relatively lower occupational status than those who chose to live in other states. In addition, while the overall immigration to the U.S. has been increasing, the proportions that came from the Pacific and that went to live in Hawaii have both been declining over the years, so are the share of highstatus jobholders. The only exception to this trend is that the proportions of Pacific immigrants with professional and managerial jobs have been rather consistent, albeit only a small proportion of them came to live in Hawaii.
The potential impact of these patterns of immigration on Hawaii is complex. However, it might be estimated from several different angles. First, immigrants from the Pacific Island nations are a lot more likely to choose Hawaii as their home state than choosing to live on the mainland, especially among those from Samoa. Pacific islanders in Hawaii have had a higher probability of endogamy within the large racial/ethnic group referred to as Pacific Islanders [5] . Namely, Hawaiians are a lot more likely to marry Samoans than they would marry non-Pacific Islanders. This trend will to some extent provide outside sources of future Hawaiians.
Second, the immigrants who came to live in Hawaii tend to have lower socio-economic status as measured by occupational prestige. Their collective job status is also slightly lower than the state average, indicating that immigrants will not likely improve Pacific Islanders' socioeconomic status in the state.
